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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Daniel Dwumfour seeks areview of the decision of the Board of
Immigration Appeals (Board) denying relief on his application for
asylum, withholding of deportation, and suspension of deportation.

The Immigration and Nationality Act (Act) authorizes the Attorney
Generdl, in her discretion, to confer asylum on any refugee. See 8
U.S.C.A. § 1158(a) (West 1999). The Act defines arefugee as a per-
son unwilling or unable to return to his native country "because of
persecution or awell-founded fear of persecution on account of race,
religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or polit-
ical opinion." 8 U.S.C.A. § 1101(a)(42)(A) (West 1999); M.A. v. INS,
899 F.2d 304, 307 (4th Cir. 1990) (en banc).

We must uphold the Board's determination that Dwumfour is not
eligible for asylum if the determination is "supported by reasonable,
substantial, and probative evidence on the record considered as a
whole." 8 U.S.C. § 1105a(a)(4) (1994). The decision may be reversed
only if the evidence presented by Dwumfour was such that a reason-
able fact finder would have to conclude that the requisite fear of per-
secution existed. See INSv. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 (1992).

We have reviewed the record and find that the Board's conclusion
that Dwumfour failed to present reliable evidence sufficient to estab-
lish eigibility for asylumis supported by substantial evidence.
Because Dwumfour failed to show entitlement to asylum, he cannot
meet the higher standard for withholding deportation. See INS v.
Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 430-32 (1987). We do not address
the Board's decision denying Dwumfour's application for suspension
of deportation because it has not been raised on appesl.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



